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AFIT/GLM/LSM/88S-58
Abstract

Security agsistance is an outward a2ign of the long-
atanding apecial relationzhip between the U.S. and Israel.

The U.S. haa used gsecurity assistance as an aid to its foreign
policy objectives of providing for Israel’s szecurity,
promoting stability in the Middle Eaat and containing Soviet .
expangion into the area. For the purpoge of thia nreszearch,
gsecurity assistance was examined through an analysis ot the
U.S. role in the development of the Israeli Lavi fighter
aircratt program.

The methodology included an overview of Igrael’'s
historical dependence on U.S. aid. Thia research addresgsaed
the following objective questions: (1) why did Isgrael want
to build the Lavi when there were several advanced fighters
already avalilable, (2) why did the United States fund thé
Lavi, and (3) what did ihe'Lavi project accompliah in terms
of U.S. foreign policy?

The examination of the Lavi analyzed how Israel developed
the initial proposal for the aircratt, how they acquired the 4
tunde and technology from the U.S., how the program cosats
egcalated, why the project was cancelled, and how Iarael will
meet future threatas to its security. Alaso examined were the
effecte the Lavi had on promoting U.S. foreign policy goala in

the Middle Eaat and if thosze goals were met.

vii




AN EXAMINATION OF THE UNITED STATES' ROLE IN THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE ISRAELI LAVI FIGHTER AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

I. Introduction

Querview

Since Iarael’a creation in 1948, the American-Igsraeli’
relationship hasa always been influenced by a pro-Ilsraeli
attitude in the United States. Israel is seen as a pioneering
democracy, the same democratic ethic upbn which generations ot
Americans have been raised. 1Israel has always been viewed as
being a stable government providing a refuge for Jewish
immigration. In the U.S., there is a deep respect for
individual liberty and the right to enjoy political and
religious freedom. Iarael is also seen as a loyal partner in
its efforta to attain U.S. foreign policy goals in the Middle

Eagt (66:17). See Figure 1.

U.S.-Israeli Relationship

The U.S.-Iaraell relations have sometimes been described
azs a "love-hate” relationship. Israel has its own Middle East
policiea, and its goals are not always those of the United
Statea. The biggeat disagreement in recent years haa been the
U.S. policy of selling arms to the Arab statesz. Iarael sees
thig aas selling out for Arab oil (47:99). The sales of arms
to the Arab countries usually results in the U.S. “sweetening

the pot™ tfor Israel as well, as with the sale of the Airborne
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Warning and Control System (AWACS) to Saudi Arabia. Igraeli
concern with the sale reportedly resulted in an additional
2200 million in economic aid with the promise of an additional
#8600 million in military aid in 1981 (66:137).

The U.S. might have been trying to "sweeten the pot” in
1984 when the Senate Foreign Relationsz Committee and the House
Foreign Affairs Committee voted enthusi#stically for %2.5
billibn in military and economic aid for Iérael. This aid was
in the form of a grant that Israel would never have to repay.
Included in this amount was #£400 million to help Iarael
develop the Lavi (74:188). 1Israel had originally decided to
build the Lavi (Hebrew for Lion) in 1982 az the corneratone of
ita developing industrial base but had stated publicly ﬁhat,
because Israeli aircraft operated under far more gevere
2onditiong than thoase of other nationa, only a new deaign
could meet its security needs (68:484). With U.S. money which
would eventually total more than #1.5 billion, the Israeli
dream of producing their own fighter airplane |

became a reality (73:10-E).

Igrael’'s Military Economy

Iarael’a economy, in 1982 when the Lavi project was
- 1n1tia§ed, had an inflation rate of 140 percent per year. Its
balance 61 trade deficit was approaching 10 percent of its
gross national product (GNP). VServicing its national debt was
conguming an additional 23.7 percent of ita GNP. The U.S.

wag forced to forgive milliona of dollareg in military




assistance loans (66-140). The direct and indirect tax rate
on the average Israeli citizen was in the range of 55 to 60
percent, the highest rate of taxation in the world (853:36).

Israel’'s military forces and weapon systems were
respongible for the crigis it was facing. There was a total
of 142,000 active duty members of the armed forces with an
additional 370,000 in the reserves. The air force had cloae
to 700 combat aircratftt in its 1n§entory, conaisting ot
American F-4e, Iaraeli Ktfirs, 39 F-18s, and 72 F-16a (26:77).
The Kfir was gseen ag an aging aircraft that needed to -be
replaced. The Kfir had another liability in that it utilized
General Electric enginea and could not be exported by Iazrael
because of retranafer restrictions imposed by ihe United
Stateé, meaning resale by Israel would have to be approved by
the United States (86:248).

Even with the U.S. reastrictions, the Israeli arms export
buginess had grown from under £100 million in 1973 to over #1
billion in 1980 (54:161). Combined witﬁ the expansgion of |
coproduction agreements with Third World countriesz and their
ever jincreasing appetite for arms, it was a natural asgssumption
that the U.S. would be amenable to a coproduction agreement

with Iarael on a new fighter aircraft (41:173). See Table 1.

Threat to Iarael

Because of Iarael’s military strength, stability, and
gtrategic poaition to promote U.S. interesta in the Middle

Eagt, the American-Iaraeli Joint Political Military Group was




Table 1

U.S. Coproduction Agreements

Major U.S. Coproduction Programs with the Third World, 1982

Overaeas
Item U.S. Producer Producer
F-8E Aircratt . Northrop Taiwan
F-SE Aipecratt Northrop South Korea
500-MD Helicopter Hughes South Korea
2.78-Inch Rocket N.A. Turkey
F-16 Aircratt Coﬁponents General Dynamics Iarael
M-48 and M-60 Tank Components Chryaler Iarael
AN/TPS-63 Radar Weatinghousge Egypt
M-456, M-735 Artillery .

Ammunition N.A. Egypt
(41:1686)

established in 1983 to produce mutually beneficial strategic
cooperation through joint military exercises. In 1987,
President Reagan further enhanced Israels standing by naming
it a major non-NATO ally even though the U.S. and Israel have
never gigned any type of mutual defense agreement (13:107).
The U.S. has provided Israel with more than #35 billion in
weapong over the paat four decades. More than #11 billion has
been in the form of non-repayable grant aid. It ia eatimated
that Iarael will continue to receive approximately #3 billion
in U.8. aid per year far the next several years because of its

gtrategic importance to the atability of the Middle East




(48:14-A). See Figure 2. This aid is necessary asg Israel
spendg an estimated 82 percent of its groses national product
on detfenae (853:32).

Iarael views all its neighboring Arab stateszs az potential
enemiea aimed at deatroying the state of Israel. It is not
uncommon to hear Israeli officials apeak of 120 million Arabs
againgt 3 million Jewsa. See Table 2. Iaraeli thinking has
alwaygs been intluencedAby the tremendous length of its
borders, its meager economic resources, and its amall
population when dealing with the Arab threat. Igrael has
tried to overcome these digparities with more modern and
technically-advanced weaponry (2:85-6).

Meeting the Arab threat to Israeli security was one of
the reasons offered az to why Iérael needed a new fighter
aircratt. Israel’s Defense Minister, Yitzhak Rabin, stated
that the five U.S. aircraft packages available to Iszrael for
modernizing its air force did not meet the Iaraeli operational
requirementa. A fighter had to be tailor-made for lIsrael’s
unique environment and threat (16:18). The Lavi could alao
have been geen asz a national political symbol. The symbolic
attribute of large-ascale national projects increases national
preastige abroad and appeals to domeastic pride and nationaliam.
This cutas across social divisions and serves to unify diverse
groupe (71:332). A final reason for the Lavi program might be
the need for a true domegtically designed and built aircraft

for export. Israel is heavily dependent on imports and has to




(8:81) [oeis] 03 sayes Li1elj[JW u8jyaiog °z 2andy4

aINVM sNanAve U
nvorioawe [ )

I d

~le
~ e

NVO1 Aanvivne EE

1 11

]

I T A O I |

1

L

(SNOITIE ¢ '8"N—UVIA TVISIH)

AINVILSISSY 40 SASVIHINI
ONIUNG SLNIAI ANV 73VUHSI 04 STIAIT SN

zo
*0
o0
0
L |
T
v
L )}
sl
L X 4
[ & 4
1 & 4
L X
[ X4
ot
[ 4




Table 2

Arab-Israeli Military Balance

Arabdb
Coalitions Iarael Ratio
Army:

Personnel: Regular 848,000 130,000 6.5:1
Reagerve 710,000 310,000 2.3:1
. Total 1.86 mil. 440,000 3.8:1
Divisions 28 12 2.2:1
Independent brigades 48 20 2.4:1
Tanks 8,208 3,900 2.1:1
Other armored fighting vehicles 6,860 8,000 1.2:1
Artillery and mortars 8,800 1,100 8:1

Surface-to-surtface migaile
launchers a8 12 4.8:1

Air Force and Air Detfensge:
Personnel: Regular 229,000 30,000 7.6:1
Regerve 62,800 80,000 1.3:1
Total 291,500 80,000 3.6:1
Total combat aircratt 1,483 626 2.3:1
Tranaport aircratt 123 06 1.3:1
Total helicopters 514 218 2.4:1
Military airtields 49 11 4.8:1

% Arab coalition iz defined by the Jafee Center for Strategic
Studies to include the full forces of Syria, Jordan, PLO,
Egypt, Libyan Navy and partial forcesg of other Arab countries.
Iraq 18 excluded because of itas current involvement in the
Iran-Iraq War.

(26:77)

increagsingly rely on armamenta exportg to lessen ite trade

deficit (82:215).

General Issue

A major component in implementing United States foreign

policy i8 gecurity assistance (12:2-10). Military assistance

isa geen by the U.S. aga a way to enaure the expansion of




democratic ideals by containing communist aggression. The
Reagan administration also sees military assgsistance in the
form of arme transfers to reduce the need for direct U.S.
involvement in regional conflicts, improve the American
economy by providing a gstable defense production basgse, enhance
the posaibility of gaining access to regional basea, and show
alliea that they will not be abandoned in time of conflict
(12:1-24) .

Security asasistance in the early 1970's had been
concentrated on North Atlantic Treaty Organization countries,
but with the fall of the Shah of Iran, it was recognized that
the security of the Middle East is vital to the economic
health ot the free world (37:41). The Middle East is of vital
importance to the U.S. because of its location astride thé sea
lanea between Europe and the Orient and because it has 70
percent ot thé non-communiat world’'a proven o0il reserves
(79:13) .

The Draper Committee reporta that dollar for dollar
security asgistance contributed more to U.S. gecurity than
corresponding expenditures on our military establishment
(82:10). But as dollars for security assistance have become
more difficult to find within our budget and increasging
emphasis has been placed on weapcns syatems standardization,
codevelopment and coproduction of weapon systems have become
an important method of providing military agsistance to
friendly countriea in order to promote U.S. foreign policy

aime. The queation being asked is2 do codevelopment and




coproduction work to influence the recipients in the way the
U.S. prefers or do the countries just take the weapons and
technology and then do with them asg they wish.

Meeting the Arab threat to Israeli security was one of
the reasona offered as to why Israel needed a new fighter
aircratt. Igrael’s Defense Minister, Yitzhak Rabin, stated
that the five U.S. aircraft packages available to Iarael for
modernizing itz air force did not meeg.the Izsraeli operational
requirementa. A fighter had to be tailor-made for Iarael’'s
unique environment and threat (16:18). The Lavi could alsao
have been seen as a national political symbol. The aymbolic
attribute of large-acale national projects increases national
preatige abroad and appeals to domestic pride and nationalism.
This cuts across social divisions and serves to unify diverse
groups (71:332). A final reason for the Lavi program might be
the need for a true domestically designed and built aircraft
for export. Israel is heavily dependent on imports and has to

be increasingly rely on armaments exports to lesgen its trade

deticit (52:218).

Problem Statement

The U.S. eatablished a development program with Igrael to
develop a new fighter aircratt. This waz over a billion
dollar effort on the part of the U.S. to piovide Igrael with
the money and technology it needed to enaure its military

gecurity. The purpose of this research is to determine 1if

10




the U.S. has accomplished its security asgistance objectives

with this development program.

Regearch Objectives

The objective quesztiona to be examined in determining
what was accomplished by funding the Lavi aircraft development
are: (1) why did Israel want to build the Lavi when there
were sgeveral advanced fightera already available, (2) why did
the United Statea fund the Lavi, and (3) what did

the Lavi project accomplish in terms of U.S. foreign policy?

Scope and Limitationa

This research waz limited to an examination of the
cultural, political, economic, and military conditions in
Iarael for the period-from 1977 to the present. This was the
period of concern for the development of the Lavi fighter
aircraft. The examination of U.S. military agsistance was
limited to a brief analysis of its effect on foreign policy
decisionga. The U.S.-Izaraeli cooperative effort in othenr
weapon systems development covered the period from 1977 to the
pregent.

Intormation contained in thisz atudy is current as to what
was published or otherwise available. However, due to the
long lead time usually required for analysis and publication
of many indicators dealing with the Israeli economy, data in
thia area may be lesz current aa it is2 conastantly being
updated and refined as the data becomes available. Numerous

gources were used to obtain information about the Israeli

11
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economy in an attempt to veritfy the accuracy of the data.

Aszsumptions by the various authoras in such areas as exchange
rates between Iaraeli and American currency may have azome
effect on the data. Since the intent in this area was to show
the impact of defengse expenditures on the lsraeli economy,
gome incongistency in the data did not preaent a sgrloua
limitation to this résearch. and such inconsiatencies were

noted a8 they occurred in the data pregented.

Methodology

Overview. There is an extensive amount of published
material written about Israel, U.S. military asgistance,
U.S.-1Israeli cooperation, and the Middle East. As thisg thesis
iz a historical review of the Lavi fighter aircratt develop-
ment program, an examination of the material on the Lavi was
considered to be the beat was to preszent the aubject.
Therefore, the method utilized in anawering the reaearch
question wag a historical literature sgearch including a review
of publiahed sourcea, congressional documenta, Government

. Accounting Office reporta, and other official documents.

Data Sources. A comprehenzive literature aearch of the
subject material was‘undertaken which included books,
periodicala, and government publicationa. A Department of
Defenge (DOD) literature search was conducted through the
Detense Technical Information Center (DTIC) and the Defense
Logistics Studies Information Exchange (DLSIE). Studies

dealing specifically with the Lavi program were not available.

12




Several periodicals including Newaweek, Time, The Wall

Street Journal, The Washington Pogt, and U.S. News and World

Report were excellent sources of current information from a
U.S. perapective concerning the relationship between the U.S.
and Israel and Israel’'s requirements for and use of American

aid. International periodicals including The Middle East,

Israeli Digest, Palestine Digest, MERIP Reports, and Midstream

served ag divergified sourceg of information on current
military, economic, and political events in Israel and the
Middle East in general.

The U.S. Congress publigshes documentation containing
trangscripte of hearinga before both Senate and House
committeea which deal with aid to Iarael. These publicationsa
along with the Congressional'Record and the Congregaional
Quarterly Almanac gave a comprehenaive summary of all security
agglistance to Iarael to date a; well ag the reaszons for
e#tending auch asgistance. As for the future, the FY 1087

Congresaional Pregsentation Document (CPD) outlined the

propoged asaistance requested by the Reagan Administration for

Fiscal Year 1987.

13




II. Literature Review

OQverview

The American commitment to maintain Iarael’'s security and
independence has been the cornerstone of United State’'s Middle
East policy since 1948 when the state of Iarael waa founded.

In the 1988 tederal budget request for lS‘billion in economic
and military aid to Iarael, the specifically stated foreign
policy goals for thia aid were to piomote peace in the Middle
East and enhance regional atability, improve Israel’s economy
and support democratic inatitutions, and 1ﬁprove Israell
self-defense capability (79:187).

This chapter preasenta an analysis of available literature
to determine it these objectives have been accomplished through
a review of the impact of previoua foreign aid to Iasrael. Five
areas of interest will be presented including a brief look at
the historical factors in the Middle Easgt, an examination of
U.S. security assigtance effortg to Israel, an analysia of why
the U.S. gives aid to Iarael, how the aid impacta Iarael, and a

review of the current situation in the Middle East.

History of Israel

Any study of U.S. security assistance to Iarael would not
be complete without an understanding of how the state of Israel
wag created. The Jewse have thought of the area called
Palegtine aa their homeland as far back az biblical timea, but

it was not until the anti-Semitism in Europe of the late

14




nineteenth century that the nationalist movement called
Zionism reaffirmed the call for a Jewish homeland in Palestine
(47:18). The Zionist movement received its first official
recognition when Britian’s Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour
gent a letter to Lord Lionel Rothachild, a represzentative of
the Zion;sta, endoraing a Jewish homeland in Paleatine.
Balfour was attempting to gain Zionist support for the British
war effort (62:24). This document, known as the Balfour
Declaration, gignaled the atart of increased Jewisgsh emigration
to Palestine then under British rule and continued throughout
the 19202 and ’'30=s.

World War II interrupted the migration of Jews to
Paleatine. When the war ended and Hitler’'s °"Final Solution”
wag officially and publicly recognized; the cry for a Jewish
homeland as a refuge for the survivors was more strident than
ever. In all, the Holocaust claimed 6 million of the
estimated 16 million Jews (52:37). Faced with increasing
violence between Jewish refugeeg and Palestiniana, the British
government withdrew its troops from ?alestine in 1947, and the
just-created United Nations voted to partition Palegtine into
separate Jewisah and Paleatinian States (47:21).

The resgulting War for Independence in 1948 resulted in the
Jewigh forces defeating the Arab states and created 600,000
Palestinian refugeea, who had fled Palestine when the Arab
armies attagked (81:12A). Jewiah leaders proclaimed
independence for the new astate called Iarael on May 14, 1048.

Within 11 minutes of David Ben-Gurion’s proclamation,

18




President Harry Truman recognized Israel (46:1A). In the
three wara to follow--the 1956 Sinai Campaign, the 1967 Six
Day War, and the Yom Kippur War of 1973--the United States has
congiatently been the only weastern nation to provide support
to the Iaraeli’s war effort (47:24-37).

The laat 40 yearas and four ware have really nothing in
the Middle-East. Iarael, a country othfoup million Jews, 1is
sufrounded by 120 million Araba whoge avowed goal is the
degtruction of Israel. The Arabs still refuse to recognize
the exiastence of Igrael and maintain the Paleatinian Arab
refugees az a separate, stateless people (81:12A). Israel now
has the unenviable taszk of gurviving external threatas ftrom the
Arab states as well as internal threats from the Palestinian

refugees in the occupied territories of the West Bank and

Gaza Strip.

U.S. Security Agsistance to Igrael

The U.S. has given Igrael over 240 billion in economic
and_military aid aince 1948 (46:4A). Of this, #35 billion has
been military hardware (48:14A). See Figure 2. It is
estimated that aid of all types to Izrael totals more than #2850
billioh in the laat 40 years (83:39). _Military aid has
included everything from misailes to tanks to planea. One of
the few weapona which larael has wanted but the U.S. retfused to
supply wag the Pershing IA misasile. The Pershing has a range
of 450 miles and could theoretically have been used to deliver

a nuclear payload against several of the neighboring Arab
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states. The U.S. finally agreed to supply Lance misgsiles with
a range of only 78 miles (38:16). For the moat part, Iarael
hasg been prudent enough to only request weapon gystems it knows
the United States i2 willing to saupply.

From 1948 to 1962, the U.S. was reluctant to supply arma
to Iarael. This was in part due to a United Nation’'sa
regolution calling for an arms2 embargo and because the U.S.,
Great Britain, and France had agreed to limit arms shipmentes to
the Middle Eazt sgolely for the purposge of internal security and
legitimate gelf-defense (47:44). In 1962, France reduced arms
shipments to Israel while increasing weapons trangfers to the
Arabs. The Soviet Union during this time was also supplying
the Arabs with military hardware. The U.S. attempted to
correct thia imbalance by gelling Igrael Pautoﬁ tanke and
Skyhawk A-4 bombers (4'7:46).

In 1967 at the outbreak of the Six Day War, the U.S.
imposed an arma emb;rgo to Izrael. The embargo lasted until
the Soviets began rezupplying the Arab states to replace
weapong lost during the war. When the Sovieta refused to
limit their resupply to the Araba, the U.S. decided to gell
offenaive weapona to the Iasraelisg, namely the F-4 Phantom, a
top-ot-the-line U.S. tighter aircraft (47:48). Militanry
assistance increased after the Yom Kippur War in 1973 when the
surprise Arab attack almost led to the defeat of Iarael and
caugsed extensive military hardware losses. President Richard
Nixon requested the Congress to provide emergency aid to

Israel in the amount of %1 billion for procurement of U.S.
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military hardware. Thiz marked the firgt time Israel wasz made
the recipient of grant military aid (24:68).

In 1973, the firat Arab oil embargo began to raise
concerns in the U.S. about the effect of arma zales to Igrael.
The U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations reaffirmed a
policy ot restraint in arms tranafers but accorded Iasrael
spec;al status ag to not impair Israel’s deterrent strength
(24:78). Starting in 1974, the congressional aid bill for
Izrael included waivers for military purchases on credit.
Waivers for Israel’s credit purchases now total over %5.85
billion (23:29). 1In 19878, the U.S. ghowed the Arab world that
it ia protitable to be a friend of Israel by allowing for #4.8
billion in aid to be aplit between larael and Egypt as a
reward for their asigning the Camp David Peace Accords
(43:123). More recently, the U.S. has rewarded Iasrael with
F-188, F-16a8, and aid to build their owﬁ tighter aircratt
along withivarious other projects like airstrips in the Negev
Desert to replace those loest when Izrael pulled out ot the
Sinai peninaula (71:338).

Not only does the U.S. gell arma to Israel, it alsb
supplies over #100 million per year in economic support fund
money. Additional aid from the U.S. includes transfersa of
military technology, scientific know-how, military
intelligence, support in United Nations resolutions, and

favored nation statua in other areas of trade (42:285).
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Reasona for U.S. Aid to larael

The Americans have always had a high degree of affection
for Israel. There are parallels between the two countries
which seem to indicate we can identify with the Isgraeli
struggle. Both countries are democracies with similar
political institutions created after rebellions against
‘Britiah rule. Both countries are eoﬁprised of immigrants who
ghared the gsame ideals of building new gocieties, because just
aa the Pilgrima came to the new world seeking religious
treedom, 20 did the Jews to Paleatine to practice ﬁheir
religioua beliefa free from the centuriezs of persecution. The
ploneering apirit of a group of immigrants tranaforming a
degert and building a modern nation in the midst of
overwhelming adversaries 18 gaid to have captured the
imagination of America (46:4A).

Another poasible explanation for U.S. aid to Israel has
to do with keeping the oil flowing from the Middle East. 1In
1974 after the first Arab Oil Embargo, it was determined by
the U.S. administration that a militarily strong Israel was
eggential to avoid future military conflicts in the area which
could disrupt the flow of o0il. When war breaks out between
Israel and the Arab states, the levels of U.S. military aid
increase. The Six Day War brought not only victory for
Iarael, but algo increased amounts of sophiaticated weapons to
help it maintain it=s militavy superiority in the region. The
Yom Kippur War resulted in U.S. financial help to Israel in

the amount of #1 billion to purchase U.S. military equipment
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in an effort to ensure Israel’s victory (24:68). The U.S.
logic seema to be that if Israel is sufficiently armed then
the Arabs have to keep selling oil to obtain the necessary
funds to buy arms for defending themselves in future wars with
Iarael.

A far more realiatic explanation for the decades of aid
to Iarael can be related to‘the reasons2 for the roundiné of
Iarael. With the déaths of aix million Jews in the Holocauat,
the true extent of European anti-Semitism was revealed. The
European and American support for a Jewiah refuge in Iarael is
directly linked to the fact that after World War II, no
country was willing to accept the Jewish refugees. European
countriesa and the U.S. were azsuaging their feelinge of guilt
for not saving the Jews from slaughter. The cfeation of
Israel waz the payment to the Jews for this guilt (82:4).

Pregidential politics and guilt over the Holocaust seem to
g0 hand-in-hand when dealing with Israel. President Harry
Truman recognized Israel against the expresgss wisgshes of his top
advisors because he claimed American public'opinion wanted
Palegtine to be a homeland for the Jewg. Several acholars
have theorized that Truman supported the creation of Iarael
becauge he needed the American Jewish vote in the 10648
pregidential election (66:41). Studiea of the 1948 election
resultq do not identify any substantial Jewish voter
influence, but the fact remains that Truman pulled a

surpriging victory over Republican Thomas Dewey.
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There are over g8ix million Jews in the United States as
compared to four million in Israel. While the average voter
turnout for preasidential elections is 83 percent, the American
Jewiah voter turnout is over 90 percent. The American Jews
not only vote, they are willing to make substantial campaign
contributiona and actively campaign for candidates who openly
sﬁpport Iarael. John F. Kenned& attributed his closze election
victory in 1860 over Richard Nixon to the aupport of the
~American Jewigh community. The Jewiah vote alaso played a role
in Jimmy Carter’s victory over (Gerald Ford in 1976 (74:854-86).
Although Ronald Reagan was rejected by the Jewish voters
receiving only 33 percent of the Jewigh vote, he has
continually cited the Holocauat as a factor behind his
sympathy and support for Iarael (66:11).

It is8 probably a combination of these factors that has
led every administration to publicly and financially support
Iarael during the first 40 years of its exigtence. President
Truman started the precedent by verbally promising to defend
Iarael againat Arab attack. President Eisenhower pregsed for
aid to Iarael to increase stability in the Middle East and to
thwart Soviet expangioniam. The threat of military force to
combat Soviet aggreasion wag a prime tenet of the Eigenhowenr
Doctrine. Henry Kisainger practiszed shuttle diplomacy in the
Middle Eaat during the Nixon/Ford yearas to arrange for
diaengagement pacts between Egypt, Syria, and Israel. His
efforts reaffirmed U.S. resolve for the state of Israel and

demonstrated that the U.S. waa serious about resolving Middle
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Easgt contflict. Even Preasident Carter’'s concern tor human
rights and reducing the flow of U.S. arms tranafers through hisa
Presidential Directive 13 contained an exclusion for arms
transfera to Isarael. Prezident Reagan has been providing
several Middle East states with high technology weapons and aid
to Israel while pursuing a Middle Eaat Peace Initiative

(49:108-160) .

Impact of U.S. Aid to Igrael

At the same time Israel realizes their absolute dependence
on American arms, it is resentful of how the U.S. attempts to
manipulate the supply of weapons in an effort to influence
Israeli domestic policy. They citg the alternating cycle of
promises and pressure, years with large increases in aid
followed by periods of samall increases (apparently when the
U.S. does not want a specific response from Iasrael), quick
responge to immediate security iszsues and ignoring long-term
gecurity riaks, and a gshift from weapons tranafera to aupplying
monetary aid. Iaraeli leaderzs complain that aid always come=s
with atringas attached gauch as the Isgraeli withdrawal from the
Sinai in return for aid (56:3).

Israel claima that it deserves the economic and military
aid without any pressure or strings attached as it is one of
America’s staunchegt frienda. They claim the #3 or #4 billion
per year in aid to Israel gives the U.S. a better defense of
Europe'’s southern flank than the #30 billion spent on NATO

detfending the northern flank of Europe. Israel joins in joint
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military exercises with U.S. forcesz, zhares valuable military
intelligence, battle tests American weapon systems and reports
the results, and is willing to let the U.S. preposition
supplies on Israeli goil (13:110). Because Iarael is
America’s major non-NATO partner, they feel that arms to the
Arabs sghould be purely defensive and have lobbied atrongly
againat sales of F-158 and AWACS to Saudi Arabia and é-lss to
Jordan (41:136). \

Israel points out that the cyclical nature of U.S. aid is
disastrous to its economy. When aid is plentiful from America,
their economy booms and inflation runa into triple digits.
When aid ia cut back, the economy glumpa. For economic and
atrategic planning, U.S. aid should be consistent and free of
pregaure in order to curb the boom or buat cycle of their

economy (74:228).

Igrael’'s Current Situation

The economic, political, and social infrastructures in
Israel are fraught with the same problems today ag when the
nation was founded in 1948. Tax reform and economic
regstructuring are urgently needed. 1Israel has the highest
income tax ratea of any industrialized nation in ﬁhe world.
Rates were lowered from 60 percent to 48 percent after
economists argued that many people were realizing it did not
pay to work for a living. Consumer goods are subject to high
import feea, making automobiles and electronics unaffordable

to many Israelia. Although intflation haas slowed from its 600
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percent per year peak in the early 1980a, it is8 atill running
at about 20 percent per year (81:124).

The reason for the economic problems iz the masaive
spending on defense. Estimated figures for defense spending
as a percentage of gross national product (GNP) reveal Israel
spent 20 percent or 8$5.11 billioq on defensze in 1987 (72:124).
In contrast, the U.S. apends an estimated 6 éercent of i1ta GNP
(67:1F). With a #300 billion defenae budget being only 6
percent ot the GNP, U.S. apending at Israeli levels would
consume our entire #1.1 trillion budget. Some sources have
put defensze spending for Iarael at over 30 percent of GNP
(53:32). Thia has created an external debt burden of over £30
billion dollars which would be the equivalent of the U.S.
having a #8 trillion debt inatead of #2 trillion. Servicing
the national debt takes over a third of Iarael’'s budget, =0
their foreign borrowing continues (26:77).

The social problem of what to do with the Palestinian
refugees i8 creating political divigsionas with Iarael. Almost
200 Palestinians have died during the past year for engaging'
in demongtrations against Iaraeli rule of the occupied
territoriea. With seemingly no way to stop the disturbances,
Igrael ia loaing some of its stauncheat supporters in the U.S.
and creating divisions within the ruling coalition in the
Knesset, the Izsraeli Parliament. The problem will continue to
grow as the birth rate continues to increase among the

refugees living in the Weat Bank and Gaza Strip (81:124).
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American disapproval of Iarael’'s handling of the refugee
problem is juat the lateat in a list of disagreements between
the U.S. and Israel. The bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor
in 1981 and Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982 were clearly
violations of the 1882 U.S. security assistance pact and the
1976 Arma Export Control Act, which decrees that U.S. supplied
armg are golely for internal gecurity and selt-d;rense
(41:186). There have alao been disagreements on Israeli sales
of weapong to Iran and South Africa, Israeli involvement in our
own Iran/contra affair, and the Jonathan Pollard apy case

conviction for supplying clasaified information to Israel

(46:44) .

Conclugsions

In 40 years of U.S. military and economic support, Iarael
has fought and won four wars against the Araba. There are
currently aix conflicts going on in the Middle East which
threaten regional stability--the Israeli-Paleatinian violence;
the ngn-Iraq War; the Soviet occupation of Afganistan; the
civil war in Lebanon; the Ethiopian civil conflict; the Libyan
invasion ot Chad; the American hostages in Lebanon; and
world-wide terrorism originating from Libya and the Paleatine
Liberation Organization (PLO) are indicationa that U.S. aid
ig not able to promote peace and regional stability in the
Middle East (78:86).

The fact that even the Israelis feel that unreliable U.S.

aid 12 undermining their economy, and that arms galeg of
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offensive weapons to the Arabsa is destroying Iaraeli sgsecurity
further erodeg the contention by the adminiztration that
security assistance can achieve U.S. objectives. It might be
more accurate to auggeat that the U.S. keeps providing Iarael
with armg g0 that Israeli Defense Minister Moshe Dayan’'s
aasertion that Israel’s military power ahould be seen as a
potentiaf “detonator” of “wider areas” beyond its borders.
That Israel would gend such widespread "“tremors” that “others
would be shaken® and otherg should give some pause before
puahing Israel into a desperate corner (2:30). To many this
appears to be an indication that if forced to, Israel will be

willing to make some gort of atrategic firat atrike.

26




III. Development of the Lavi

OQverview

This chapter will examine the role of the United States in
providing technology and economic aid to Israel for development
of the Lavi fighter aircraft program az a major component of
U.S. military and economic assistance to Israel and if this
aggistance 1s consistent with stated U.S. foreign policy goals.
tor the Mideast. The reasearch questionsg of: (1) why did
Israel want to build Lavi when several others were available,
(2) why did the U.S. fund the Lavi, and (3) what did the
Lavi accomplish in terms of U.S. foreign policy? The structure
of this chapter wi'l ~e the initial proposal of the Lavi, the
technology required by Iarael, how the U.S. came to fund the
Lavi, the development oi the Lavi, the costes of the program,
the déciaion to cancel the Lavi, and what the future might hold

for Igrael’a fighter program.

Initial Propozal of the Lavi

A new fighter aircraft was proposed for development by
larael Aircratt Induastries (IAI) in the 19702 asz a low cost,
low technology, primarily ground aupport aircratft to replace
the aging K:ir gerieg of fightera (9:17). The Kfir is an
Israeli built fighter modeled closely on the design of the
French Mirage tighter that IAlI, the government owned aircraft
industry, had been producing since 1968 (14:40). The initial
estimates for the Lavi (originally called the Arieh, also

Hebrew for lion) in 1978 called for #600 million for research
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and development and a unit coat of %6.5-7 million based on a
production run of 200 aircratt (34:21).

The initial estimate of #600 million included deszign,
development, flight teating and production tooling. It was
determined that the engines would be developed outside Israel,
but eventually built in Israel. The Lavi was to be ready for
inclusion in the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) inventory by 1986
or 1987 (34:21). It was privately decided to go ahead with the
Lavi in 1979. All that was needed for Lavi production was
American technology and-American money. The technology would be
hampered by U.S. law--gpecifically the Arma Export Control Act
(AECA) of 1976--which investas the U.S. government with control
over foreign military asales and export of military hardware and
technology. The AECA stateas the executive branch must approve
the trgnsfer and issue export licengses, while the U.S. Congreazz
has the right to halt the tranafer (41:56-7). The queat for
technology'and money from the U.S. illuastrates persgonal
relationships and Israeli peraistence (1:F8).

The ofticial reason for development for the Lavi was that
existing jet fighters available from the U.S. were not totally
guitable for Israeli operational requirements, unique environ-
ment and threat (16:18). The unofficial reasons are more
revealing. According to Moshe Arens former Israeli Defense
Minigster, the architects of Israel’'s defense industry are
driven by the fact that Iarael throughout itas 40 year history
has alwaya been under the thumb of one or more of the world’'s

major powers when it came to obtaining weapona. Iarael wanted
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an independent arms industry 80 no other country would be able
put the “clamps”® on Israel. This freedom of action would also
help Iarael become a major player in arma galesg to other
countries. Arms sales to foreign customers was approaching sl
billion per year. A modern jet fighter could double or triple
that amount (14:40). Other benefits would be additional jobs,
keeping aeroapace engineers from léaving the country and
developing other 'high-tech' products suitable for export
(1:F6).

Although the official decigion to go forward on the Lavi
project would not be announced until February 1682, the Israeli
government approached the Carter administration in 1879 tor
£181 million in development money and the righta to produce a
modified veraion of the Prﬁtt and Whitney (P & W) F100 engine,
which powers the F-18 and F-16 fightera. Iarael had obtained
what was gupposed to be a one-time-only exception from the Ford
administration to use %107 million in military aid tor
development of the Merkava tank, rather than using the money to
‘buy U.S. M-60 tanks as iequired by security assistance policy.
The Carter administration, basking in the glow of the Camp
David Accords, was only to happy to go along with Israel’s
request. This exception to the one-time-only exception laid
the groundwork for the Lavi and the firat serious deaign work

wag begun (14:40).
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Technology for the Lavi

Now that Israel had the seed money to develop a jet engine
tfacility and authorization to produce a P & W F100 engine, it
wag time to decide on what jet engine to build for the Lavi.

In March 1980, Israel announced it had selected the General
Electric (GE) F404 tor the Lavi and asked the U.S. for
permiasion to talk to GE ;bout a coproduction agreement. Igrael
had used ﬂhe GE J79 engine in the Ktfir (35:12). After
permisaion was received for the F404, Israel announced that the
final engine decision would be made by May 1981 between the
F404 and F100 in an attempt to get the most favorable terms
poagible. Engine selection had to be delayed for analysiz ot
coat to Israel on trangferring production to Israel from the
U.s. (8:21). Dufing the engine competition between P & W and
GE, P & W proposed using its new PW1120 turbofan engine. Isarael
wag more than willing to take the more powerful engine citing
a8 the reason that they wanted to be sure that there would be
enough power to carry and operate new air-launched weapons
expected to be‘developed (36:71). The p:ospect of a contract
worth over $250 million for providing engines led the U.S.
contractors to offer only the very beat (1:F9).

With the =zelection of the PW1120 engine in June 1981 and
the official announcement by Israel in February 1982 to develop
the Lavi, the green light was given to U.S. contractors to get
in on the ground floor of the program. Israel wag negotiating
with aerospace companies to coproduce the aircratt winga and

tail. The potential payott would be a third of the now
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estimated #1.1 billion development cost going to the U.S.
contractor. McDonnell Douglaa, General Dynamics, Grumman, and
Northrop were the main competitora in this next stage of the
Lavi development (77:81).

The engine was zelected and the detfense contractors were
ready to go to work on the airframe, but the U.S. State
Department had to give approval for the transfer of composite
materiala technology. The State Department was not anxious to
take action on anything relating to armaments or technology
trangtere to Iarael. The U.S. Department of Defense had
approved the transfer with some reservations, but the State
Department was conducting a major policy review on the Middle
East because of thg Israeli invasion of Lebanon. The
implication from the U.S. was that if Israel were to start a
pullout of Lebanon, then the technology transfer would be
approved (69:20).

In addition to composite materials for the Lavi, Israel
wag asking for tranafer approval of an emergency power system,
electrical power aystems, an environmental control aystem,
leading edge flaps, hydraulic system components and aome 20
other state-of-the-art systema. Az the Lavi was being designed
with the new high-tech features, the eatimated costs were also
riging. The unit cost per Lavi were now eztimated at #£10.8
million. With the engine development already budgeted at £300
million, the new development costs for Lavi componenta were
estimated at $1.1 billion with an additional #210 million for

production tooling (80:20-3). Based now on a 300 aircraft
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production run, the development, production and spares coate

now put the total cost of the Lavi at over #7 billion without
adding in any maintenance or operation costzs. These tigures

were astarting to get the attention of the State Department as
well az the Defense Department because Iarael had no apparent
method of obtaining the fundas required for development of the
Lavi (27:23).

In October 1983, the Reagan Administration notified
Congreas that 1t was granting a licenae to Grumman Aerospace
Corporation to supply Israel ﬁith 50 setékot composite wings.
The U.S. Senate took the notification as a gign that larael was
going to get whatever it needed from the Reagan Adminystration
to develqp the Lavi (70:27). The fact the Israeliz allowed the
Palegtinian Liberation Organization to be evacuated trom
Lebanon and thereby avoiding a magsacre seems to have
influenced the U.S. to allow for the tranafer of the wings.

The Izraelis were now ready to go ahead with the building ot
the firat of five prototypea with their newly procured engines

and high-tech components (785:20). All that remained was coming

up with #7 billion.

Funding tor the Lavi

When Israel decided on February 4, 1982 to go ahead with
the Lavi fighter development program, it knew that obtaining
fundas for this costly program would be difficult. Israel knew
it would have to depend on U.S. technology and financing for a

major portion of the Lavi. Another stumbling block could be
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receiving U.S. permisasion for anticipated third-country sales
ot the Lavi as required by the Arms Export Control Act (AECA)
it the Lavi were to become the corneratone of Israel’s growing
arma export industry, as required by AECA (18:88). As noted,
Israel had obtained authorization from the U.S. in 1979 to
transtfer #£181 million in Foreign Military Sales credita for use
on developiné the engine.for the Lavi and had selectéd U.s.
companieg for wo;k on the airframe and electronic components.
But as of 1982, no U.S. or European company had been willing to
gink any of its own money on the Lavi; The rejection by the
U.S. aerospace indugtry was bazed in part that the Lavi had
evolved from a low coat, low tech aircratt which would not
directly compete with exiting U.S. aircraft to a sophiaticated
high-performance version which could (14:405.

Iarael apent the next three years lobbying the U.S.
adminigtration and Congresas for funds for the Lavi. The new
Reagan administration was fearful of asking Congress for money
because of growing opposition to the project by U.S. companies,
mogt notably Northrop Corporation who pointed out that they had
received no government assistance in building their new
fighter, the ill-fated F-20 (88:16). 1Iarael countered these
arguments by stating that of the #£1.5 billion to devélop the
Lavi, 40 percent would go to U.S. defense contractors and
cregte over 20,000 jobs in the U.S. and futhermore, it would be

10 to 12 years before Israel would be able to export the Lavi

(17:24).
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Opposition to the Lavi program waa also being heard in
Isarael as the estimated costs for the fighter had risen from
the initial %600 million strictly for research and development
to an egstimated #13-14 billion to produce the 300 planes for
Israel. Although four successive defense ministers had
approved the Lavi program, Israeli military plannera argued the
project would s#p resourceg from other Isr;eli defenae programs
(57:A2f.

It wag not until the apring of 1983 that progreasaz began to
be made in getting the necessary funding. Mosgshe Arens, an
American educated engineer and Izraeli ambassador to the U.S.,
replaced Ariel Sharon asa Iarael’s defenge miniater. Arens had
frienda in the U.S., such as Secretary of State George Shultz,
and was willing to make new ones (i:FB). One of the first new
friends Arens made waaz U.S. Representative Charles Wilason, a
Democrat from Texas and a key member of the House subcommittee
responsible for appropriating foreign aid. 1In April 1983,
Wilaon went to Tel Aviv on a congregsional trip and met with
Arens. Wilson was a known admirer of Iasrael and its fight#ng
prowess and was asked by Areng to sponsor legislation that
would permit U.S. aid money to be gpent in Israel on the Lavi.
Back in Washington, Wilszon asked the American Israel Public
Aftaira Committee (AIPAC), a pro-Israeli lobby, to dratft the
language for an amendment to the fiscal year (FY) 1684
Continuing Budget Resolution which would earmark #8850 million
of FY84 military aid to Iarael for the Lavi. It should be

noted that only one member of the House received more political
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contributions from AIPAC in the 1984 election than Wilson
(9:29) .

Wilson’'s amendment was introduced in November 1983, just
prior to the Christmas recezg. In four daysa with no committee
hearings and only minor floor debate, Congresa approved, by an
overwhelming majority, the expenditure of the funds with &300
million to be spent in the U.S. and #2850 million to be spent in
Iarael for research and development of the Lavi (1:F7).

In contraat to the enthusiastic support in Congreas, zome
Reagan administration officials were opposed to the Lavi. U.S.
Seéretary of Defenze Casper Weinberger voiced the Defense
Department uneasiness about providing foreign nations with
American weapons technology. Of particular concern was permit-
ting Israel the technology and money to manufacture the
composite material for the Lavi’s wings. The U‘ST does not
even allow such close allies like Great Britain the technology
to manufacture advanced American componentsg (9:28).

The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) in the Pentagon were
oppogsed to the Lavi as their assessments revealed that the
exiating threat environment to Israel did not juatity the Lavi
or for that matter large numberz of other high performance
aircraft. Pentagon estimatea regularly concluded that the
Iaraeli Air Force was of sufficient z2ize and quality to meet
any expected threats. The JCS also argued that heavy reliance
by Israel on the Lavi reduced the Iaraeli Air Force's

compatibility with the U.S. Air Force should the two tonrces
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ever need to combine to meet a military contingency in the
Middle East (1:F7).

Secretary of State Schultz favored the Lavi, although
there wds atrong opposition at lower departmental levels on
various foreign policy grounda. President Reagan maintained
some distance from the matter, allowing the Congresa to take
the initiative on the Lavi (9:29).

AIPAC remained highly viasible when it came time to vote
for funda for the Lavi. It sent every member of Congress
letters and called upon member of key committeesa to remind the
Congresamen, at least implicitly, of the political benefitsz of
voting for the Lavi. It also appears that AIPAC had little
interest in encouraging the holding of lengthy, detailed
committee hearings that might have exposed the Lavi to public
scrutiny and delayed Congressional tundipg. AIPAC fostered the
view that a true friend of Israel, one who was pro-Igrael, must
demonatrate his loyalty by voting for the Lavi (1:F7).

Congresa, again with very little debate, then appropriated
another #£400 million for the Lavi in FY88 and #800 million ftor
FYB86-87 (64:20). This brought the total U.S. expenditure on

development for the Lavi to juast under #$2 billion (9:30).

Development of the Lavi

With the technology and tunding in place, larael began
building six prototype Lavis. The firat two prototypes were
intended to be used to develop the Lavi’'s advanced quadruplex

digital tlight control system. They were alzo used for
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aerodynamic studies, flutter testing, takeoff and landing tests
and general handling characteristics. The next prototypes
would integrate the new avionics and weapons systems with at
least the remaining two Lavisg designed to be fully operational
two aeat trainers (7:19).

The general size and performance characteriastica for the
Lavi wag beginning to reaemble the Generai Dynamica F-16 (see
Table 3). The estimated costs of~the Lavi were also starting

to resemble a modern U.S. fighter with the projected cost per

Table 3

Lavi Specifications

Wing Area ~ 380 eq. ft.
Engine:

l PW1120 (sea level max. thrusat) 20,620 lb=s.
Weighta:

Bagic Takeoff QGrossz Weight 21,308 lba.

Maximum Takeoff Weight 42,000 lba.

Fuel Capacity--Internal 6,000 1ba.

Fuel Capacity--External 9,180 1bs.

Air Combat Parameters:

Combat Weight (50% internal fuel) 18,698 1lbg.
Wing Loading (per a2q. ft.) 53.4 lbs.
Thruat to Weight Ratio 1.10
Maximum Load Factor og
Maximum Speed Mach 1.85
(27:23)
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unit now set at #12-15 million dollars versus the original
#6.5-7 million (6:19).

The reasons for the increase was partly due to inflation
during the early 19808, but the majority of the increase was
due to what Israel was designing into the Lavi. The design was
bagsed on medium and close-range, air-to-ground sorties for
cloge air support. The Lavi reéuirements were for high-speéd
penetration to the targ;t. high maneuverabiiity, and low drag. i
The range for combat missions was estimated to be 1,000 miles
for air-to-air and 1,180 miles for air-to-ground (6:18).

The engineeras at IAI were providing advances to the Lavi
in terms to the aerodynamics and avionics. The aerodynamics
design was relying on full control-configured vehicle (CCV).
The CCV design used aircraft shaping to achieve opiimum tlight
performance for any given flight condition and iz optimized by
the close-coupled canard-;ype wing degign (gee Figure 3). This
design would permit long-range, high-speed operations by the
relatively small airframe and at the same time, permit it to
carry a heavy weapons load without a high drag ﬁenalty (6:18) .

The avionics concept was built around the use of proven

technologies. The avionica deasign was to operate with advanced -

digital systema with interactive multifunction display and

controls, fire control integrated with internal and external )
gsensors, and enhanced active and passive self-defensive

systems. Embedded computer syastema for the Lavi were built to

comply with U.S. military apecifications. The flight control

aystem for the aircraft was a fly-by-wire aystem with a relaxed
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Figure 3. Design Characterigtics of the Lavi (80:20)

static stability. The avionica systems for the Lavi involved a
number of U.S. contractors (see Table 4) with eontraets worth
over $700 million (44: 112)

A prime component in the Lavi avionics package was the
combined radar and electronic countermeasure (ECM) systems.
The internal ECM self-protection system design wasgs aimed at
enhancing the aircraft's counter-electronics capability and at
boosting ‘the Lavi's payléad capacity by freeing wing and
fuselage stations for additional ordnance. Each system was
tailored to fit the specialized operation requirements that it
would have to perform in carrying out the Lavi’'s mission.
Emphasis was placed on flexibility and adaptability to counter

changing threats. Israel claimed that with this adaptability
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Table 4

Major U.S. Defengse Contractorsa for the Lavi

Company Component Dollar Value
Pratt and Whitney Engine %270,000,000
Grumman Aerospace Wing and Tail 181,000,000
Moog Incorporated Servo Actuators 61,000,000
Hughez Aircratt Co. Heada-Up Display 14,400,000
Sundatrand Corp. Leading Edge Flap 10,400,000
Lear Siegler Inc. ‘ Flight Cont. Comp. 28,900,000
Averon Inc. (ITT) ESM Modules 28,800,000
Garrett Air Resgearch Environ. Cont. Sys. 71,000,000
Eat. Total (120 Contracts) ‘ £700,000,000

| (44:112)

built-in, the Lavi'a basic avionics éuite could be useful for
18-20 years before modifications would be needed (5:111).

There were only minor delayas in building the prototypesa,
many of them dealing with getting supplies from the U.S.
contractors and finding enough trained peraonnel to work on the
Lavi ;t IAI plants in Israel. On July 21, 1986, the tirst Lavi
prototype was rolled out for public inspection at Ben Gurion
International Airport near Tel Aviv. On hand were the Israeli
and American dignitaries who had made the Lavi possible through
their persisztence and money. One of the U.S. delegation,

Reprezentative Jack Kemp (R-NY), praised the Lavi as a real and
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vigible expression of the partnership between Isarael and
American. The euphoria would be short-lived for less than a
year later, with Israel preparing to complete the third
prototype with the full avionices package, the Lavi would come
under attack from all sidea aa the cosgts for the program

continued to eacalate (30:27).

Increased Costs for the Lavi

With Congres; tfunding the Lavi and Israel working on the
prototypes, the other major players in defense and industry
finally began to take the Lavi program seriously. The first
galvo on the Lavi was to come from the U.S. Department of
Detenae in a clasgaified report authored by Dov S. Zakheim,
agssistant undersecretary of defense for policy and resources.
Zakheim’s réport gtated the Israeli cost estimated for the Lavi
were 30-38 percent too low. This would cost Israel, more |
likely the U.S., an additional #16 billion to build 300
aircratt envigioned by the Lavi program (19:32).

The report compared Iaraeli flyaway cost ezstimates of
£14.7 million in FY8S dollara with the DOb figure of #20.7
million. Other coats were alao queationed, sguch as production,
spares and operations being between 13 and 86 percent foo low.

- The report made no recommendation az to whether the Lavi should
be continued or cancelled, gaying the deciasion was up to the
Iaraeli government and in any event, the U.S. was committed to
maintaining Israel’'s ability to defend itszelf (19:32). Isgsraeli

officialas denied the reports findings astating the flyaway cosats
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of the Lavi would be around #1585 million. 1IAI officials
reported double-checking Zakheim’'s figures and finding three
gignifticant errors to explain the difference between estimates.
Actual labor rates for 1IAI were #$24 per hour, while Zakheim
ugsed the %48 U.S. defense industry rate. The cost of the
PW1120 engines were over costed by ‘1f5 million and coat ot
materials for the airframe and avionics were #2 ﬁillion per
plane too high. Finally, IAI pointed oug that the #20-22
million estimate, with all itg errorsa, could have been a lot
worse as sdme rumored estimates were running $30-40 million
(29:19). Furthermore, the U.S. F-163 ordered by Iarael cost
them $42.67 million each, sgo the dollar value on the Lavi was
nct a problem considering the alternativea (19:33).

Supportera of the Lavi algo tried to diacredit Zakheim’'s
report by characterizing it as a Pentagon plot becauze the Lavi
was a better aircraft than current U.S. models (63:34). AIPAC
took the lead in refuting the report by queationing Zakheim's
gelection to head the atudy because he is an orthodox Jew and
ordained Rabbi. Morrie Armitay of AIPAC stated there would be
nothing more clever than to have a Jew to lead the charge
againat the Lavi. He added that it waa very convenient to usae
an American Jew to get the Izraelia to do something they don’'t
want to do and then be able to say the guy doean’t like us or
doean’t understand ua. Zakheim anszwered the Pentagon plot
charges by stating he was not trying to gtop the Lavi. He
stated that numbers were nondenominational and the Israelis

need to know what the Lavi would really cost (21:64).
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The Iaraeli cabinet soon experienced a gplit over the
cogts of the Lavi largely as a result of the DOD report.
Israeli Defense Miniater Yitzhak Rabin and Firance Miniater
Moghe Nisgsim proposed that either the Lavi program be slowed or
cancelled. Rabin was concerned that the project was causing
cuts in all other defense programs and called for a
reevaluation (28:33). Nissim was more vocal in his opposition
to the Lavi. The finance minigtry presented the Israeli
cabinet with cost figures which projected a #2000 tax increase
tor every Israeli even if the U.S. continued to fund the Lavi
at ita current levela. Thiz waaz a s;rious argument againat the
project as Iarael was in the midat of an economic recovery
which had reduced inflation from 450 to 20 percent annually.
Nisazim warned that deficit spending to continue the Lavi would
bring a return of triple digit inflation (60:36).

Az the argument over Lavi costs raged in both Israel and
the U.S., the Israeli cabinet led by Prime Minister Yitzhak
Shamir of the Likud Party continued to support the program.
However, membersz of Israel’s Labor Party did force a compromise
where the costs of the Lavi would be held at #550 million per
year. Thia would come out of the U.S. military aid package of
81.8 billion per year. Israel had asked for this to be
increased to $2.3 billion, but Congress faced with the
Gramm-Rudman deficit reduction bill was for once disinclined to
vote the additional funda. IAI assured the Israeli cabinet
that the Lavi could survive on #5850 million per year if the

planned output waa reduced from 30 to 24 per year with
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production beginning in 1900 (11:26). The Iaraeli government
summed up their position on Lavi costa by pointing out that
you could purchase a McDonnell Douglas F-4 tfor #5 million, but
it you couldn’'t survive with it, you were better off apending
an additional #10-15 for a plane that could survive (31:28).

The stalemate between the U.S. and Israel over the Lavi
costs was broken when in January of 1987, the General
Accounting Office (GAO) published a report gtating that neither
Izrael’'s estimatg of #1858 million per plane nor Zakheim’s DOD
figure of over #20 million were correct. The GAQO eatimated the
tlyaway coats penr plane woéld be #17-18 million. But plane
coat was unimportant because assuming an annual inflation rate
ot 6 percent, the annual outlaya for the Lavi would exceed %1
billion per year by 19680, when production wasz zcheduled to
begin, and #1.4 billion by the year 2000 (20:29). The
implication was clear that the U.S. Congreas would be forced to
bail Israel out with additional money being cut from-other
military asgistance programs (21:64). If Congreas didn’'t come
through with the funds, then Israel would be forced to export
up to 200 Lavis to make up for difference (11:26).

The fate of the Lavi was sealed when Dov Zakheim testified
before the Houae Foreign Aftairs Subcommittee on Europe and the
Middle East in February/March 1987. The aubcommittee was
congldering foreign assistance legislation for FYB88-89 and
wanted to hear the DOD evaluation of the GAO report. Zakheim
stood by hia estimates on fly away costs for the Lavi. When

questioned about Israel aaving money by building lesas than 300
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aircratt, Zakheim stated that fly away costs would more than
double. He reported estimates of up to #70 million per plane
by the time Israel waeg finished with itas drawn-out production
schedule. Zakheim agreed with the GAO's assessment that the
budget ceiling of #5850 million set by Israel couldn’t be kept.
The aituation with the Lavi according to Zakheim waz that no
matter what Iarael did, Iszrael would not only not be able to
aftord the Lavi regardlezsg of the aircratt numbers but also
they would not be able to atford anything else either

(76:209-11).

Cancellation of the Lavi

On August 30, 1987, the Israeli cabinet voted 12 to 11 to
cancel the Lavi (39:13). Dov Zakheim had made an offer the
Izraelia could not afford to-turn down. He offered Iasrael
geveral alternatives to the Lavi: (1) the McDonnell Douglas
Harrier AV-8B at #£20.8 million per plane which Israel would be
able to coproduce and also be able to gell to other countries;
(2) the latest long-range veraion McDonnell Douglaas F-18E at
$27.6 million per plane; (3) the General Dynamic F-16 at #14
million per plane which Israel would also be able to
coproduce; or (4) the McDonnell Douglas F-18 with ita full
avionics package and the pos=ibility of coproduction (89:F1l1).

The cancellation costs and layoftfas at IAI were also
arranged before the Lavi was acrapped. 1Israel eatimated
cancellation costs at 8700 million as 50 to 60 percent of the

plane was being manufactured in the U.S. and those contracts
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would have to be settled (40:46). Department of Defense
officlals estimate the coat to cancel the Lavi at #£400 million
and aasured the extremely generousg financial package for the
purchase of a U.S. weapon ayatem would take into account the
termination costz (33:28). Layoffs at IAl were predicted to be
8,000 by the Iaraelias (22:48). At Israeli Foreign Min}ster
Shimon Peres suggeation, the Reagan Administration #100 million
per year for Israel to use IAI engineers to work toward and
even more advanced fighter for the next century (39:13).

Public reaction in Isréel to the cancellation of the Lavi
brought demonstrationg by IAI employees and cabinet member
Mozhe Arens, the father of the Lavi, resigned his post (15:11).
The disgruntled IAI employees only managed to block one of Ben
Gurion's main runways for a short time and then dispersed
(4:22). I@ wag pointed out that there really was not that much
to get upset about because they atill had their job=a gnd the
#1.5 billion spent on the Lavi had come from the U.S. not

Izrael (45:290).

Future of the Lavi

The Lavi had been cancelleq but the years spent working on
the electronice components were not abandoned. The Iaraelis
are 2till getting unspecified amounta of money to continue to
extract information from the avionics suite. Flight testas ot
the prototypea have been continued to examine what poegsible usge
can be made of the electronics systems. So far, Israel has not

been able to get any U.S. or European company interested in

46




reviving the Lavi. Israel did opt to buy an additional 75
General Dynamics F-16s to replace the cancelled Lavi (81:Bl2).
The testing goes on with Izrael attempting to get the
electronics package ready to put into the F-16CD (32:18).

The Pratt and Whitney PW1120 jet engine had been specifi-
cally deaigned for the Lavi so when the program was cancelled
P & W had no other orders for the engine. Israel and the U.S.
have tried to alleviate this problem by allowing IAI to equip
an F-4 with twin PW1120 to z2ee if Israel’s F-42 could be
updated with the engines and advanced avionics from the Lavi
(50:21). ‘

There ig still talk of reviving the Lavi program; but
tirat Isiael would have to do something about its internal
problema with "Intifada® and attempt to resolve the Palestinian
igague before the U.S. would be likely to conaider getting
involved. It appeara that thisz latest strategy in the four
decade old war between the Arabs and the Jews is the new
military strategy. 1If the Arabs can not destroy Israel from
without, they are willing to destroy the institution ot Iazarael
from within (81:8A). Izraeli Prime Minister Yitzak Shamir
accepted the additional 78 F-162 along with the implicit
underatanding that he talk with the Palestinians and consider
giving them some degree of self-rule. To this date, he has
been unwilling to do 8o and ia in fact urging harsher treatment
to put down the uprising (65:7A).

Israel has other problems. The Iran/Iraq war is coming to

an inconclusive end. What is needed to unite the Arabs is a
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nice war with Israel. A war with Israel would at least get the
price of o0il back up to ita late 19708 levela. Israel has
increased itas preparationa for war by increazing military
exercigsea for just that situation (28:2A). 1Israel isg having
trouble getting new immigrants. They have had to institute the
policy ot any Soviet Jews obtaining visas from the Israeli
embassy in Romania have to go to Israel rather than the U.S. or
Western European countries. Israel had to adopt this
restrictive policy because only pne-in-five emigres was ending
up in Israel (10:6B).

A perhaps much more important problem for the security ot
Izrael isz that recent pollzs have shown that the treatment ot
'the Paleatinians has been taking ita toll on American public
opinion. The percentage of Americans having a sympathetic
attitude towardas Iarael has fallen from 48 percent to 37
percent according to a poll releaged this year py the American
Jewigh Committee. This could lead to a leas than favorable
reception when it comeg time to get the yearly aid package from
Congresa (885:2A).

The analogy of U.S. involvement in Vietnam comeg to mind
when examining the U.S. relationghip to Israel. The U.S. had
invested g0 much money and prestige in Vietnam that no one felt
we could withdraw regardless of the circumstances (66:3).
Israel had so much national pride and prestige invested in

their Lavi that they were loath to give it up, but they did and
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Just like the U.S. and Vietnam time will heal the wounds.
Isarael does not have to worry about the U.S. abandoning them,

but the U.S. can not protect the Israeliz from themselves.
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IV. Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

The Lavi project was solely an attempt by Iarael to gain
U.S. technology and money in order to further develop and
expand its arms industry and arms exports. The U.S.
Department of Defenase was aware of Israel’e motives and was
oppoged to the Lavi. But the persistence of Israel’s leaders
and lobbyiasts in the U.S. persuaded the U.S. congreas to fund
the Lavi. The State Department was willing fo go along with
the Lavi in hopes that Iasrael could be persuaded to pull out
of Lebanon in order to get more money for the Lavi. The Lavi
did not accomplish either Iszraels or the U.S. goals. Iarael
does not have a new domestic fighter to fuel its arms
industry, and the U.S. has apparently lost whatever influence
it has had with Israel. The money gpent on the Lavi basically
did more harm than good.

The Lavi was a mistake. As Moshe Arens stated after the
cancellation of the Lavi that the original design was not a
very good one and would have had to been cancelled because (it
wag not a aurvivable aircraftt. IAI brought in Israeli pilots,
the beat pilote in the world, to help increasze the gurviv-
ability ot the Lavi, the best airplane in the world, and ended
up with an aircraft they could afford to build. That was how

the Lavi came to be a high tech, high cost veraion of the F-16
(3:23) .
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While the Israelis were designing the best fighter
aircratt in the world and waiting for the U.S. to come up with
the funds to build it, they were buying more American built
fightera to maintain their edge in the Middle East. The
Iaraelias bought an additional 10 F-18a2 and doubled the number
of F~16e to 150 planea. They even built an additional 80 Ktir
C-23 to get the total number of fighter aircratt in the IDF’s
inventory to over 700 (88:17). The U.S. have agreed to zell
the Israelis another 78 F-162 and are providing the money ftor
upgrading the F-4s.

Iarael needed to replace its domestic fighter. They
wanted to replace it with another domestic fighter. What
started out as a fighter became a symbol. When the U.S.
finally realized what that symbol would cost, the heat wasz on
Israel to get rid of the project. It will end up costing the
U.S. taxpayer just ag much because Israel is still a aymbol to
us.

Iarael did not need to build a jet tighter of itz own
design to enaure ita security. The Lavi waz an attempt to
ensure its independence of action when it came to dealing with
its neighbora in the Middle Eaast. In the five years between
the initial concept of the Lavi and the receipt of funda to
start the development, the economy of Israel was aubject to
triple digit inflation and ran up huge budget deficits funding
the arms buildup they thought necessary for their mecurity.
When you have a country with three million people, there just

isn’t enough people or money to make grandiose national
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projects. Israel wantec to bet the country’'as defense on the
Lavi and moat certainly would atill do so if the money would
flow from the seemingly inexhaustible U.S. cofferse. Mozt
importantly during the development of the Lavi, Iarael had no
gserioug threat to ites gecurity. Iran was at war with Iraq.
Egypt had a peace accord with Iszrael and was being rearmed by
the Reagan Administration. Syria and Jordan had smaller forces
and inferior weapons and if the previous four wars with Israel
had taught them anything, it was that you do not attack Igrael
without the assurances of a great deal of help. Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait were in the proceas of becoming just as cloae to the
U.S. as Israel. For all intents and purposes, they are gtill
dedicated to the-dcstruction of larael but are not likely to
try anything on their own. Iagrael had the best air force in
the area in 1979 and it 2till has the beat today without the
Lavi.

It iz important to note that the development of the Lavi
went againat many of the principles on which U.S. military
asgiatance ig baszed, namely, not to introduce new weapons
systems into an area, not to fund new off-ghore research with
military asaistance funda and not to promote the acquiaition of
weapons by our allies of weapons that are not compatible with
our own. In the case of the Lavi, it was the Congreszsg and to
some degree the State Department that allowed Israel the
necessary money, technology and encouragement to attempt to
build the Lavi. This does not abaolve the DOD. They &stood by

and did not protest until the Lavi became a threat to the funds
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they wanted tfor other security assistance projects. Az long as
Iarael could keep the Lavi coasts within their military
agsgiastance budget, the Defense Department was willing to look

the other way.

Recommendations for Future Research

Two areas of the Middle East/Israel gituation deserve a
more detailed examination. A astatistical comparison or
computer gimulation might be done to better assesa the relative
merits to Israeli claims that they have to keep upgrading and
expanding their wéapons arsenal to meet the increasing Arab
threat. The Arab countries, if combined into a gingle force,
have a severe numerical superiority but not necesgsarily a
atrategic advantage.

A more detailed look ﬂeeda to be taken aa to the actual
degign and technical capabilities of the LaQi. This could not
be undertaken in this analysis because the complete avionics
packége waa just being installed and test flown at the time
this examination was being done. Any of the material which
might shed light on this'matter is currently claséitied in the
U.S. at Igrael’s requeat. Hopefully, when Israel tries to
resurrect the Lavi aas the Israeli Advanced Tactical Fighter,

the records should be available to whomever would care to look.
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